ABSTRACT AIMS -This article explores the meanings substance-abusing clients attach to family and friendships during motivational interviewing (MI) sessions in Probation Service. DATA -The analyses are based on videotaped and transcribed data consisting of 82 MI sessions. This database involves the first two counseling sessions of 41 client-counselor pairs. Sessions were videotaped in 12 Probation Service offices in Finland between 2007 and 2009. METHODS -The analysis relies on coding of client's change talk utterances and qualitative semiotic framework. RESULTS -The meanings of the significant others were diverse from the point of view of the client's motivation: family appeared as a support for change, an aspiration, a sufferer, or an obstacle to change; and friendship appeared as an obstacle to change, a surmounted obstacle, a cause to change, or a support to change. CONCLUSIONS -Significant others and their quality are important and diverse factors that promote or hinder change in substance abuser' change talk. Thus, it is suggested that the meaning of significant others should not be overlooked in MI and other substance abuse treatment.
Introduction
The importance of social networks in the resolution of substance abuse problems is well-established in the addiction treatment literature. It has been shown that members of a substance abuser's social network are pivotal in the change process (De Civita, Dobkin, & Robertson, 2000; Ellis, Bernichon, Yu, Roberts, & Herrell, 2004; Kaskutas, Bond, & Humbreys, 2002; Longabaugh, Wirtz, Zywiak, & O'Malley, 2010; McCrady et al., 2006) . Past studies have shown that especially family members and friendships may play an important role in the recovery from substance abuse. These significant others of a substance abuser can have both a positive and a negative impact on a substance abuser's process of change.
On the positive side, support from family members is associated with a substance abuser's treatment compliance, a positive treatment outcome, less relapse and more abstinent days (Beattie, 2001; Beat-tie & Longabaugh, 1997; Ellis et al., 2004; McCrady, Epstein, & Sell, 2003; McCrady, Hayaki, Epstein, & Hirsch, 2002; O'Farrel, Hooley, Fals-Stewart, & Cotter, 1998) . It has also been shown that having more nondrinking friends, encouragement from friends for abstinence, and general social support from friends predict more positive treatment outcome (Beattie & Longabaugh, 1999; Mohr, Averna, Kenny, & Del Boca, 2001; Zywiak, Longabaugh, & Wirtz, 2002 ).
On the negative side, certain types of family responses to drinking (e.g. withdrawing from the drinker, tolerating drinking and avoiding dealing with drinking), family-related stressors (e.g. conflict, criticism and poor marital communication), marital dissatisfaction and certain negative behaviors by spousal are associated with a poor outcome, the likelihood of relapse and more drinking (Beattie, 2001; Ellis et al., 2004; Fals-Stewart, O'Farrell, & Hooley, 2001; McCrady et al., 2002; O'Farrel et al., 1998; Stevens, Estrada, Glider, & McGrath, 1998) . Past studies have also shown that the more drinking friends in the network, the poorer the treatment outcome tends to be (Havassy, Hall, & Wasserman,1991; Mohr et al., 2001) . Having even a single person in the social network who uses the same drug of abuse is predictive of poorer treatment outcome (Havassy et al., 1991; McCrady, 2004) . Mohr et al. (2001) reported that changes in both friendship quality (e.g. subjective appraisals of value or adequacy of the relationship) and structure (e.g. quantity or frequency of interactions) would predict follow-up drinking level. Saarnio (2002) showed that greater number of contacts with problem users MI is a clinical style that has spread all over the world and has become a wellrecognized therapeutic method since its introduction by William R. Miller in 1983 (Lundahl, Kunz, Brownell, Tollefson, & Burke, 2010 Miller, 1983) . MI has been defined as a collaborative, person-centered and goal oriented style of communication.
It is designed to strengthen personal and intrinsic motivation to specific goal by exploring and eliciting the person's own reasons for change with particular attention to the language of change. The spirit of MI emphasizes the client-counselor partnership and the idea that the client inherently has what is needed to make changes in their lives (Miller & Rollnick, 2013) .
MI has strong empirical evidence for its efficacy and it is one of the leading evidence-based methods for helping people with substance abuse and other behavioral problems (Burke, Arkowitz, & Menchola, 2003; Hettema, Steele, &Miller, 2005; Project MATCH Research Group, 1998; UKATT Research team, 2005) . However, the mechanisms through which MI exerts its effects are not yet fully understood (Apodaca & Longabaugh, 2009; Burke et al., 2003; Lundahl et al., 2010; Miller & Rose, 2009 ). In recent years, several studies have focused on the client's language as a predictor of the MI outcome. These studies have shown that MI increases client's 'change talk' -talk that indicates the recognition of a reason, need, ability, desire, commitment or taking a step to changeand positive change talk predicts better outcomes, whereas negative change talk ('sustain talk' -language against change or in favor of continued substance use) predicts poorer outcomes after MI (Amrhein, Miller, Yahne, Palmer, & Fulcher, 2003; Bertholet, Faouzi, Gmel, Gaume, & Daeppen, 2010; Campbell, Adamson, & Carter, 2010; Moyers et al., 2007; Walker, Stephens, Rowland, & Roffman, 2011) .
In other words, its seems that substanceabusing clients' language during MI sessions predicts the outcome following MI. The second division of signs is relevant from the viewpoint of this study because it concerns the sign's relation to its object. Icons refer to their object by means of similarity (e.g. an image, a diagram or a metaphor); indexes refer by means of contiguity, causality or by some other actual connection (e.g. smoke as the sign for fire); symbols refer by means of a habit, convention, disposition or law (e.g. words and numbers) (Peirce, 1965 CP 2.247-2.249, 2.292-2.307; Liszka, 1996; Short, 2007) . 
The meanings of friendship
On the basis of the change talk coding and the semiotic analysis, it seems that "friendship" as a symbolic sign can stands for: Here friendship is a particular reason not to change: it is a symbolic sign that refers to an obstacle to change.
Extract 5
Well, relationships are one such a 
Discussion
This study of the meanings of the significant others finds that family and friends were referenced frequently in substanceabusing clients' change talk during MI sessions in the Probation Service, and that when they were referenced the clients usually mentioned this topic when they stated a particular reason to change or when they stated that they have taken specific steps toward change. Yet it seems that the meanings of these significant others was diverse from the point of view of the client's motivation. A more exact semiotic analysis showed that these meanings were divided into the categories, which were defined the family as follows: a support for change, an aspiration, a sufferer, or an obstacle/threat to change; and the friendship as follows:
an obstacle/threat to change, a surmount- (Sarpavaara, 2010; Sarpavaara, 2013; Sarpavaara & KoskiJännes, 2013) .
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